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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS TO THE FIRST EDITION



At some time in the year AD 43 the area that is now Surrey became part of the Roman Empire, and remained so for about another 360 years. This book aims to explore what Surrey was like when Britain was part of the Roman world, and when the foundation of London created a new and lasting focus with huge implications for the future county. It was the time of Surrey’s first towns, first real industry, first made roads, first baths and central heating, first true coinage.


The book is intended particularly for Surrey residents (both in the modern administrative county and in the parts of historic Surrey now in Greater London), and those studying archaeology or members of local history and archaeological societies. I hope it will also be of interest to professionals concerned with Roman Britain and with the archaeology of South-East England. Inevitably, general studies of Roman Britain cannot take much account of local differences, but as a result they produce a misleading picture of homogeneity in the civilian part of the province. My aim here is not to write the history of Britannia with Surrey illustrations, but rather to concentrate on Roman Surrey in the hope that it will illuminate some of the story of Roman Britain, and a part of the history of Surrey. I have found it impossible to avoid the traditional approach by themes; a greater emphasis on the history and on what life was like would have been preferable, but we need far more evidence before this will be an option. The book is to be seen as a starting point; I hope it encourages more research specifically targeted to fill the many gaps in our knowledge. One of its aims is to explore those gaps and challenge assumptions, and as a result much of what is said here can only be regarded as probable or possible. The reader should keep this in mind; new discoveries provoke fresh thinking, which leads to re-examination of old sources and the construction of a new picture. This continual process of discovery and revision is what makes archaeology so fascinating. A hundred years from now our picture of Roman Surrey will be very different.


The book was written in my own time, and the research on which it is based was also carried out in my own time, but obviously I have benefited from my position as Head of Heritage Conservation and Principal Archaeologist at Surrey County Council, both in terms of access to information and the assistance of my colleagues. I was born in Croydon when it was part of Surrey and have been County Archaeologist for many years; I have also taken part in fieldwork on Roman sites all over Britain and beyond. As a result, I have gained a great deal from many people in this time, and others have generously given assistance specifically for this book, providing information as yet unpublished, comment or illustrations. I would like to thank the following for general or specific assistance: Mary Alexander, Professor Alan Bowman, Emily Brants, the late Dr Hugh Chapman, the late Dr Tony Clark, Norman Clarkson, Jonathan Cotton, the late Charles Daniels, Geoffrey Dannell, John Edwards, Graham Evans, Dr Julie Gardiner, Audrey Graham, David Graham, Alan Hall, John Hampton, Rosamond (Viscountess) Hanworth, Jeremy Harte, Dr Martin Henig, Tony Howe, Gary Jackson, Anne Jones, the late Professor Barri Jones, Phil Jones, Brenda Lewis, Dr Frank Meddens, Jackie McKinley, Professor Clive Orton, Giles Pattison, Frank Pemberton, Jeff Perry, Rob Poulton, David Rudling, Dinah Saich, Harvey Sheldon, David Stokes, Barry Taylor, Margot Walshe, Dr John Peter Wild and David Williams. It would also be appropriate to recognise that a book such as this arises from the work of many others long since dead. I hope I have acknowledged this debt adequately in the introductory chapter. I owe special thanks to Surrey Archaeological Society for permission to reproduce illustrations from their publications. The Society will celebrate its 150th anniversary in 2004, and I hope that this book will be a fitting contribution.


A large part of whatever value the book may have is owed to Brian Wood and his digital wizardry. He has not only provided new photographs but has also improved many of the old illustrations reused here. His work on the illustrations speaks for itself, although he cannot of course be held responsible for the quality of some of the original drawings. Audrey Graham kindly improved several of my own drawings to a far higher standard. Finally, I owe a huge debt to Joanna, my wife, not just for putting up with the long process of writing and production but also for the benefit of encouragement and advice over many years, based on her own extensive knowledge about many aspects of Roman Britain and the Empire, and particularly about religion and Roman objects, both generally and specifically from Roman Surrey.


I should stress that none of these people can be held responsible for my errors, and the opinions expressed are entirely my own.


THE ILLUSTRATIONS


The author is very grateful to those who supplied or gave permission to use illustrative material. They are acknowledged in the Preface and in the captions, and they retain copyright to the images. Every effort has been made to trace copyright holders of photographs used in this book and we apologise for any accidental offence that may have been caused in cases where we were unable to trace an owner.









PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION



The decision to issue a second edition provides a welcome opportunity to make corrections and add a great deal of new material. The previous preface suggested that in a hundred years’ time our picture of Roman Surrey would be very different. Such has been the pace of events that, in fact, this is true for a period of only just over twenty years. The reader has only to go through Surrey Archaeological Society publications in that time to see how much has happened. Revision of the original book has not been an easy task.


A significant contribution within this time has been made by the Roman Studies Group of Surrey Archaeological Society, which I had the pleasure of chairing for twenty years. The group was set up in 2002 and is still going strong, which led to an active and enjoyable ‘retirement’ for the author. Archaeology is a communal activity; the group itself, regular conferences and talks from eminent visiting speakers has provided an environment in which ideas can grow and be tested. This is well illustrated by the book Agriculture and Industry in South-Eastern Roman Britain (Bird 2017a) that arose from two of those conferences.


It is a pleasure to add some further acknowledgements: Anne Sassin Allen, Martyn Allen, Ian Betts, Paul Booth, James Bromwich, David Calow, Emma Corke, Nikki Cowlard, Nina Crummy, Steve Dobinson, Isabel and John Ellis, Professor Mike Fulford, Pamela Greenwood, Neil Hawkins, Richard Hobbs, Rose Hooker (especially for a constant stream of information about publications of interest), Peter Hopkins, Mike Hughes, Professor Tony King, Gillian Lachelin, Lucia Laurent, Sara Machin, Simon Maslin, John Manley, Professor Martin Millett, Elvin Mullinger, Andrew Pinder, Louise Rayner Vine, Richard Reece, Mairi Sargent, Giacomo Savani, Lyn Spencer, Paul Tyers, Edward Walker and Sadie Watson. I should single out Andrew Pinder for readily giving permission for the use of his lively and informative reconstruction drawings and, once again, Audrey Graham, who kindly revised several illustrations.


I was surprised to realise that some of those mentioned here should have appeared in the original list, which is a reminder that I will surely have missed others this time, as ideas and information come from so many contacts. To them I can only add a general thank you to everyone who helped over many years. Finally, I should as always thank Joanna, for fielding a wide variety of questions, making useful suggestions, reading the draft and putting up with the whole process.


The first edition could take advantage of other published work to provide the references for those interested. As that is less of an option for this edition, it has been necessary to add more references in the text to acknowledge work by others and indicate sources for those who wish to pursue the subject further. They are reminded that a guide to earlier sources is provided at the start of the bibliography.









ABOUT THE AUTHOR



Dr David Bird was Surrey County Archaeologist from 1972 until retirement in 2006. He is a Fellow of the Society of Antiquaries, a past President of Surrey Archaeological Society, and was chair of the Surrey Roman Studies Group for twenty years from 2002. He was much involved with the fieldwork across this period, and his publications include articles on Roman gold mining, the invasion of AD 43, and aspects of the Roman period in south-east England. He has also edited a volume of papers in honour of Brenda Dickinson, as well as Archaeology and Industry in South-eastern Roman Britain.
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1 Surrey: the location of major places mentioned in the text. The shaded area is the chalk outcrop (ignoring superficial deposits). The dashed lines show recent changes to the county boundary: the area around Staines has been added while a substantial part of the north-east and a small area around Gatwick have been taken away. Drawing: Audrey Graham













ONE


INTRODUCTION AND HISTORY OF THE SUBJECT



Although this book has the title ‘Roman Surrey’, it is not strictly a meaningful expression, as Surrey did not exist in the Roman period. The situation is further complicated because the historic county reached right up to the Thames opposite the City of London. The London boroughs of Southwark, Lambeth, Wandsworth, Richmond, Merton, Croydon, Sutton, and Kingston have been lost to the modern administrative county, which has however gained the Borough of Spelthorne, formerly part of Middlesex (1). Constant change will soon split administrative Surrey into West Surrey and East Surrey. To provide continuity with past studies but also recognise present circumstances, the area covered in this book will be both the modern and the historic counties.


Although not a Roman administrative unit this area is reasonably coherent and worthy of study. The county’s very existence shows how it formed a natural unit, with one of the oldest county names (and very unusual as a ‘regional’ name not a ‘folk’ or ‘shire’). It is an important part of the surroundings of London, which cannot be properly understood without reference to its hinterland. The London boroughs are often referred to as ‘south-west London’, which gives a misleading impression for our period and indeed until early modern times. It can affect the way modern writers think about the area. London (and Southwark) did, of course, influence the surrounding areas but, until relatively recently, people even in Southwark and Lambeth would still have thought of themselves as living in Surrey. This alters people’s perspectives.


The county is frequently overlooked in more general studies and, in common with the South-East in general, is often treated as just another part of civilian Roman Britain. The region is however very different, as a result of the Weald and its associated topography and soils (see chapter 6). In general terms we can argue that in the Roman period Surrey had a relatively low population and a high percentage tree cover. It is important to remember that the area’s high modern population is the result of the coming of the railways and the expansion of London.


Roman Surrey is worthy of study in its own right, as part of a process of understanding localities so that we can reassess and refine our picture of the Roman province as a whole. Surrey also has nationally important sites, although these are sometimes attributed to other counties (such as Farley Heath to Sussex), or even worse, ignored. Sometimes Surrey has led, as with Anthony Lowther’s pioneering study of relief-patterned flue-tiles, or the successful campaign to change the law as a consequence of the sustained looting of the religious site at Wanborough (see below) (113). This place yielded the greatest concentration of Iron Age and Roman gold and silver coins ever found in Britain, as well as a unique set of bronze priestly regalia. It is one of a highly important group of Roman religious sites in the Surrey countryside, some of them discovered very recently. The county also has great potential for achieving a better understanding of the process by which Roman Britain became Saxon England.


Many a day have I whiled away


Upon hopeful Farley-heath,


In its antique soil digging for spoil


Of possible treasure beneath;


For, Celts, and querns, and funereal urns,


And rich red samian ware,


And sculptured stones, and centurion’s bones


May all lie buried there!


How calmly serene, and glad have I been


From morn to eve to stay,


My Surrey serfs turning the turfs,


The happy live-long day;


With eye still bright, and hope yet alight,


Wistfully watching the mould,


As my spade brings up fragments of things


Fifteen centuries old!


Thus (and for several more verses) Martin Tupper, friend of Gladstone, in 1847. The poem finishes ‘O, have I not found in that rare ground / A mine of more than wealth!’. Although a poor archaeologist, Tupper’s heart was in the right place, for he was searching for information, not treasure. He was probably the first to undertake the systematic excavation of a Roman site in Surrey, although his methods left a great deal to be desired. Antiquarians such as Aubrey, Leland and Stukeley had been noting discoveries of Roman buildings and objects over roughly the previous two hundred years, but their records are usually frustrating in the lack of precision both as to the find itself and its exact location. From about the middle of the nineteenth-century archaeological techniques began to improve, and the new attitudes are seen with the foundation of the Surrey Archaeological Society in 1854. The Society provided a means of coordinating research on the county’s archaeology and preserving its finds, and its Collections series made possible publication of the results. Thus the second volume included the first meaningful report on the remains of the Roman villa on Walton Heath (2), which had been disappearing over the previous 150 years firstly as a source of material for house-building and road-mending and then at the hands of over-enthusiastic antiquarians. Even the new attitudes could not save the mosaic floor (colour plate 6), which was said to have ‘perished from neglect and wanton damage’ by the beginning of the twentieth century. It was at least recorded, which is more than can be said for the mosaic removed from the Broad Street Common villa to Clandon House in the early nineteenth century and never seen again.


At about the same time that Tupper was working at Farley Heath, Hugh Diamond was making the first record of Roman Ewell, listing the contents of some of the chalk shafts there (110) and making a reasonable attempt at interpretation. Diamond was a pioneer photographer and it is unfortunate that it was just too early for him to make a photographic record of the finds in situ. He does, however, provide a very early example of involving science in archaeology. Intrigued by the discovery of a green-glazed thin-walled vessel, decorated with stripes of white or pale yellow, he had it tested by Michael Faraday of the Royal Institution, who declared it to be a lead glaze. Another very famous scientist, Charles Darwin, became involved in Surrey’s Roman archaeology in the 1870s when studying the part played by worms in the burial of ancient buildings (his book on the subject could be read with profit even by today’s archaeologists). Darwin arranged for a section to be cut across the recently discovered remains of the Roman villa at Abinger and in so doing gives us a clear record of the destruction caused by the early archaeologists (3). The section shows that the site was excavated by trenches cut alongside the walls with the result that the evidence for the link between floor levels and walls has been removed. This link is crucial to archaeologists: finds from below the floor must pre-date it, and if the floor can be shown to be later than the wall then a date can be suggested for the wall as well. Other similar relationships can then be used to refine the dating and make possible the construction of a phased sequence of activity at a long-lasting site such as a villa or a site in a town. Darwin’s section is the earliest from a Roman site in Surrey and is contemporary with ones made by the man regarded as the father of British archaeology, General Pitt Rivers, when he was excavating at nearby barrows in Merrow and Worplesdon.
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2 Plan of the Walton Heath villa. From Pocock, 1864
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3 Section of the Abinger villa. From Darwin 1888, fig 8






The best nineteenth-century excavation was carried out by Granville Leveson-Gower on the Roman villa in Titsey Park. It was well recorded for its day (4; colour plates 15, 16) and promptly published. It is not surprising that the excavator did not fully understand the site, but he tried to extract as much information as he could, having the soil sifted for finds and examining the animal bones. Leveson-Gower was active in the area for many years and also examined a nearby building later thought to be a temple, but now interpreted as a mausoleum (see below). The large building complex at Chiddingfold (116), although excavated in the 1880s, remained unpublished until recently, so the Titsey villa was the best-known Roman building in the county at the beginning of the twentieth century. By then it was clear that there was a substantial settlement in Southwark, where many sites could be listed, even as far south as the recently discovered Tabard Square complex. In contrast, little was known of Ewell or Staines, and only one religious site had been recognised, the Farley Heath temple (Diamond’s ritual shafts in Ewell were usually dismissed as rubbish pits). The roads were tolerably well-known and there were a few burial sites, coin hoards and one or two pottery kilns. Soon after 1900 another kiln near Farnham was the subject of a very fine record by the architect Harold Falkner (88).
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4 Perspective drawing of the 1864–5 excavation of the Titsey villa. From Leveson-Gower, 1869






Just before the First World War another villa was found at Compton (65, 66) and excavated by Mill Stephenson, who had been involved with the major project at Silchester (in Hampshire). In subsequent years up to the middle of the twentieth century there were several new discoveries and some better understanding of sites already known. In roughly chronological order the most important were as follows (with the director’s name in brackets): the Ashtead villa and tileworks (A.W.G. Lowther) (54, 55); Farley Heath (Lowther, S.E. Winbolt and R.G. Goodchild at various times); work on Stane Street and in Ewell (Winbolt and Lowther); the Wykehurst Farm tileworks (Goodchild, who had been at school nearby) (82); the Walton on the Hill villa (Lowther and S.S. Frere) (63, 64); the Chatley Farm bath-house (Frere); work on possible ‘villages’ and field systems south of Croydon (a young Brian Hope-Taylor); early post-War rescue work by Kathleen Kenyon in Southwark (Frere was nearly arrested as an enemy agent while carrying out a preparatory survey of bombed sites in 1944–5); the Farnham villa (Lowther) (47, 48, 49); pottery kilns at Overwey near Tilford (a young Tony Clark) (89); the synthesis of his own and all other work on roads in Surrey and beyond by I.D. Margary (published as Roman Ways in the Weald).


Several of those mentioned were or became important figures in Romano-British archaeology or archaeology more generally. Unfortunately standards varied considerably, with Winbolt probably the worst. The key figure was obviously Lowther, who was born in 1901, and grew up with sufficient money to pursue his interests as he chose. He was already noting archaeological finds when he was 15 or 16 (Lowther 1949, 27 n1). In 1924 he began architectural studies in London (qualifying in 1929), where he acted as a volunteer observer of archaeological remains found in the course of building works. Also in 1924, he began excavations at Ashtead, continuing until 1929 (see Villas chapter). Photographs of the early work at Ashtead (5, 58) indicate little advance on the techniques used at Abinger in the 1870s. It is important to realise that archaeological excavation carried out in this way will have made it impossible to recognise the traces of any late use of the site, or the subtleties of different floor levels and their relationship with walls. Lowther found one or two complete pots at the site which he thought had been buried as foundation deposits, but it is obvious that excavation carried out using the methods seen in these photographs will have made it impossible to be sure that the pots were actually below a floor level rather than cut into it.


Lowther seems to have learnt archaeological techniques as he went along, probably assisted by the presence of Mortimer Wheeler on the committee running the Ashtead excavation. Reading between the lines, Wheeler probably helped him to stand up to the older members who worked on the site and represented an earlier tradition. Lowther later excavated with Wheeler at Verulamium and seems to have been personally responsible for digging the theatre and restoring it for public display. He was commissioned into the army in 1940 but invalided out, having contracted polio in the Middle East. As will be seen, he worked on several important Roman sites in Surrey, but he was also responsible for work on sites of other periods, such as the Guildown Saxon cemetery, and in particular he recorded many archaeological finds in the area around his home in Ashtead. His methods improved over time, but internal inconsistencies in published reports indicate that he sometimes changed his mind mid report about dating or the relationship between one feature or another, which means that the reports must always be treated with care. As little of the original records seems to have survived, these published reports are usually our main source of information (see below, discussion of the Ashtead villa).
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5 Contemporary view of the Ashtead bath-house excavation. Courtesy Leatherhead Museum






What may have been lost in the earlier excavations is shown by Rosamond Hanworth’s excavation of the villa at Rapsley in the 1960s. Much more careful excavation made possible the recovery of a phased sequence of development of the site (44), and the recognition of timber buildings. In the second half of the twentieth century much more use could also be made of scientific methods of discovery and the study of the finds, including evidence for the contemporary environment of the sites and details of ancient diet. Analysis of aerial photographs is difficult in Surrey because of the ground conditions and airport flight paths, but at least one villa has been found in this way (38) and an extensive field system is known around Mickleham; geophysical survey has also been used with effect as in the discovery of a second villa at Titsey. The increasing use of LiDAR can also help to strip away the all too frequent tree cover and reveal traces of hidden earthworks. We now have better details of diet and the environment from studies in Staines and Southwark and detailed analysis of tile fabrics is beginning to throw light on the workings of the tile industry.


It is unfortunately rare to find surviving ancient wood in excavations, but conditions in Southwark are sometimes suitable for wood preservation (32). Where an adequate piece of wood with enough rings and the sapwood can be found, it is now possible to obtain very accurate dates indeed, and as a result in 1983 a chronology for timbers found in Southwark was constructed covering the years 252 BC-AD 255. This bridged a gap in chronologies prepared from Irish bog oaks and therefore played an important part in establishing a long chronology for European oak that stretches back to around 5000 BC. One result of the work in Southwark was to date the original construction of the large stone building at 15–23 Southwark Street to close to AD 75, on the basis of the felling dates (AD 72, 73 and 74) of piles which had been driven in to the wet ground, still with their bark on, to provide a sturdy base for the building’s foundations.


The period from the 1960s and especially the 1970s has seen the development of modern professional rescue archaeology in a desperate attempt to save archaeological evidence in the face of ever-increasing change. Rescue archaeology is not new. Most early discoveries were made as a result of some destructive activity, but it is much easier to deal with a threat such as that posed by the extension of a kitchen garden at Compton than something like a modern town centre redevelopment. The main threats come about as a result of mechanisation because it is now so easy to shift large areas of soil around: they include development-related activities such as offices, houses, new roads, golf courses and mineral extraction, but land management such as forestry, agriculture and heathland restoration can also cause problems.


Planning policies are now in place in an attempt to ensure that archaeological remains are given appropriate consideration in the course of development, but it remains difficult to safeguard sites from activities such as farming and treasure hunting. The latter is particularly worrying because important sites are specifically targeted (information about sites to loot is actually made available on the internet!) and only a very few greedy people are needed to cause serious archaeological damage. It is a matter for concern that archaeologists are unable to publicise some sites as a result. Probably the most notorious example of treasure hunting anywhere in Britain was at Wanborough, where dozens of people descended on the site from all over the country to loot thousands of Iron Age and Roman coins and sell them to unscrupulous dealers who then dispersed them to others all over the world. The looters hacked knowingly through the remains of Roman buildings and even damaged and threw away unique Roman bronze objects (73). Two major archaeological excavations had to be mounted in order to rescue archaeological information before it was destroyed.


The damage at Wanborough was so obvious that a campaign initiated by Surrey Archaeological Society resulted in a new law, the Treasure Act of 1996 (Graham 2004). The name is unfortunate as it implies a link with treasure hunters, but these have always been a small and mindless minority, to be distinguished from responsible metal detectorists. In fact, following the new Act, Finds Liaison Officer posts have been established and it has become much easier for detectorists to report their discoveries. Those who record their finds very carefully have produced important results from their own fieldwork, for instance in the Godstone area, and when working with archaeologists, as recently at Wanborough itself, Frensham, Westcott and Ewell. There, they have ensured a much better rate of recovery of metal objects from archaeological excavations.


The Portable Antiquities Scheme has made possible access to a vast amount of data which is helping to transform our knowledge of the ancient countryside. Regular reports by Simon Maslin, the finds liaison officer (following on from David Williams), draw attention to significant finds, such as the Elstead hoard (6). Careful analysis by David Calow of the finds across the county (and more widely) has produced very interesting results – for instance, that the sites at Flexford and Godstone have a very unusual number of pre-260 large copper-alloy coins. At Flexford, working closely with Mairi Sargent and several of her detectorist colleagues, assisted by targeted excavation and geophysical survey, the results have been very important (see below). By contrast, some finds-rich sites tested by archaeological work do not seem to have evidence for occupation, which will need explanation.


Rescue archaeology has been particularly important in town centres (22, 23) and where large areas of the countryside are taken for developments (10, 36). The first edition noted a simple list of new sites or others where there had been significant advances recently: Wanborough (new temple); Chelsham, Carshalton, Cranleigh (new villas); Frensham, Westcott, Betchworth (new religious sites); new information from Southwark, Staines, Ewell, Croydon, Dorking; important rural evidence from the Tongham/Runfold area, Thorpe Lea, and Wey Manor Farm. It also noted that ‘it might only take one or two new sites to alter considerably the picture of Roman Surrey presented in this book’. This has indeed been the case, with many important discoveries made by professional archaeological teams including the Surrey County Archaeological Unit. There have been a surprising number of unusual or even unique discoveries, such as the work at Nescot carried out by Pre-Construct Archaeology. Some of these discoveries have been brought about by the carefully targeted work of the Roman Studies Group, for example at Ashtead, Abinger and Flexford, together with work at several other sites and equally important reassessment of earlier finds held in museums. Comparison of the first-edition text about the Ashtead Common villa and tileworks shows very marked changes. The group also participated in two important excavations in Ewell, at Church Meadow and Hatch Furlong. No doubt we can look forward to more important discoveries in the next twenty years.
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6 Very early and very late Roman coins from Surrey (not to scale). Elstead hoard: Roman republican coin of 136 BC showing a head of Roma, with Jupiter in a chariot on the reverse. Flexford: copper alloy coin of Honorius or Theodosius II, AD 408–423. Courtesy of The Portable Antiquities Scheme/The Trustees of the British Museum













TWO


INVASION AND AFTERMATH



Southern Britain was brought firmly into the orbit of the Roman world as a result of the campaigns of Julius Caesar in the mid-first century BC. In his history of the conquest of Gaul, Caesar states that there were direct links between Gallic and British tribes, even to the extent of being ruled by the same person. Some of the tribal names are repeated on both sides of the Channel, including that of the Atrebates, whose area of influence probably included at least part of Surrey, as the preponderance of Atrebatic coins at Wanborough suggests (although these are of a somewhat later date). Some modern thinking seeks to avoid the word ‘tribe’ on the grounds that it gives the wrong impression, but that in itself reveals an understanding of ‘tribe’ that may be less than accurate, implying primitive, and it is difficult to find a satisfactory alternative. (Amusingly, my Oxford dictionary offers, for tribe, ‘each of the original divisions (originally three, probably representing clans) of the Romans’). In the nineteenth century some writers thought that Caesar’s second expedition to Britain in 54 BC passed through the county. The first edition of the Ordnance Survey 6 inches to the mile map, published in 1872, even carries the inscription ‘British Camp occupied by Caesar before the crossing of the Thames at the Cowey Stakes’ written across the Iron Age hillfort at St George’s Hill, Weybridge (6). There is no reason to suppose that this is true; Caesar is more likely to have crossed the Thames further downstream and headed up the natural routeway of the Lea valley. The ‘Cowey Stakes’, mentioned on the map, were near Walton Bridge and were probably actually the remains of an old fish weir (possibly even of the Roman period, cf Bird 1996), or a line of stakes marking the line of a ford, rather than the sharpened stakes designed to protect the crossing place that the Britons are said to have used in an unsuccessful attempt to stop Caesar’s legions. It has been suggested that some of the Surrey hillforts on the edge of the Weald (Anstiebury, Holmbury and Hascombe) were strengthened or occupied in response to the perceived threat from Caesar, but this is also unlikely. They have recently been redated to the Middle Iron Age, with the last two not in use by the time of Caesar (Seager Thomas 2010, 28 and see below). These forts still survive within the landscape, but St George’s Hill Camp has succumbed to one of the curses of modern Surrey, the gated housing estate, in spite of the valiant attempts of Surrey Archaeological Society in the early twentieth century.


According to Caesar in his account of his British campaigns, a number of British tribes surrendered to him in 54 BC after he had successfully crossed the Thames; these were listed as the Cenimagni, the Segontiaci, the Ancalites, the Bibroci and the Cassi. It seems likely that they were somewhere in the south-east (although the Cenimagni are sometimes equated with the Iceni of East Anglia). They cannot have been in Kent as Cassivellaunus ordered rulers there who were under some obligation to him to attack the Roman fleet’s landing place (De Bello Gallico v, 21, 1, and v, 22, 1). None of the tribes are heard of again, but they were probably smaller groupings and at least one of them was probably in Surrey in view of its proximity to Caesar’s actions. It is unfortunate that we know nothing else about them, but it is likely that key figures will have been taken as hostages to Rome as one of the terms of surrender. Caesar’s campaign ended in defeat for Cassivellaunus, who was the leader of a large tribal grouping north of the Thames. Terms were imposed involving the giving of hostages and the annual payment of tribute and from that time onwards it is probable that ever closer links developed between the tribes of southern Britain and the expanding Roman Empire. Unfortunately we have little written evidence for the next hundred years, and it is always difficult to use archaeology to provide details of specific events. It is thought likely that two major tribal groupings emerged, one north of the Thames with centres of power at places like Verulamium (near St Albans) and Camulodunum (around Colchester), the other south of the river with centres near Chichester and Silchester. These groupings are often referred to as the eastern and southern kingdoms or the Catuvellauni and the Atrebates respectively. It is possible that these were created by the Romans as client kingdoms. Both of them had links with Rome, perhaps quite specifically so in the sense that young British men of ‘noble’ birth grew up there as hostages, given the same upbringing as upper-class Romans (for discussion see Creighton 2006, especially 14–31). When these men returned to their tribes in due course, probably around the time of the first Roman Emperor, Augustus, the coinage they issued has been analysed to suggest the influence of their education. This did not prevent a power struggle developing between the eastern and the southern kingdoms, as well as internal struggles within them; both gave rise to suppliants fleeing to the Romans. The last of these was Verica, the ruler of the Atrebates, apparently driven out by the actions of the Catuvellauni or their allies, and his flight provided an excuse for the Roman invasion of AD 43. It is probable that there had been Roman interference from time to time to maintain a balance, but if, as our limited sources suggest, Catuvellaunian expansion had got out of hand (which would threaten control of tribute and the important cross-Channel trade), the Romans may have concluded that military intervention was required. Keeping or imposing friendly client kings in place was standard practice in such cases.
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7 Caesar was here! Extract from the 1872 Ordnance Survey map showing the hillfort on St George’s Hill
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8 Dupondius of Vespasian (IMP CAES VESPASIAN AVG COS III [=AD 71]). From Norman Clarkson’s collection; there is a similar coin from Farley Heath. Photograph: Brian Wood






Claudius was the new Roman Emperor, installed in AD 41 following the assassination of his predecessor, Gaius (usually known as Caligula). It is generally accepted that Claudius was in need of a military triumph to consolidate his position, and the situation in Britain will have offered a good opportunity. This is not the place for a detailed discussion of the campaign, which has been the subject of fresh thinking in recent years, but some aspects are of interest here because it is possible that part of the campaign took place in Surrey. Whichever way the invasion worked it is likely that Roman forces crossed the county under the future Emperor Vespasian (then commanding Legio II Augusta) (8). Our main source of evidence is the history written by Cassius Dio many years after the event, but his account has very few geographical details (although modern textbooks sometimes imply the opposite). A story has become established that the Roman army landed at Richborough in Kent and then fought a battle at a crossing of the Medway before a second action at a crossing of the Thames, probably near London. The army then supposedly waited there for Claudius before proceeding to a final defeat of the Britons on the way to Colchester, where symbolically a major army base was established. It is, however, possible to argue that the main landing was in the area of the Solent, with a base near Chichester and in due course another base established at or near Silchester. From here part of the final advance of the initial campaign would have been through what is now Surrey. Rather than on the Medway, the famous river battle might even have been on a Surrey river, such as the Wey or the Wandle (the latter is not much noticed these days, within the heavily built up area south-west of London, but in its day it was strong enough to power many mills). The river battle story relies entirely on Dio’s narrative, and this actually makes a battle on the Medway unlikely, for we are told that the Romans landed unopposed and that the Britons were caught unprepared. In these circumstances there is every reason to suppose that, had they landed in Kent, Roman forces would have crossed the Medway well before their enemies appeared in sufficient strength to try to stop them. Dio’s text is, however, so muddled (as it has come down to us in later epitomes) that it can even be argued that there was only one significant river crossing, that of the Thames.


In part the argument is between those who think in terms of an almost modern-style invasion, with front lines and the gradual conquest of territory, and those who think more of the way Caesar was able to operate, sometimes with individual forces in all the different corners of Gaul at the same time. It is often forgotten that his first trip to Britain was undertaken from a base in territory controlled by a tribe he had not yet conquered, or that the Romans had allies among the Britons. In fact, it is likely that the Claudian ‘invasion’ was actually more like a procession, with the Roman forces – four or five times as large as William the Conqueror’s army – having difficulty finding a large enough enemy force to fight so as to give Claudius a suitable victory. He himself claimed that the Romans suffered hardly any losses. Even in Caesar’s day we are told that some British tribes sent emissaries to offer submission before he had set sail for Britain; around 100 years later it is likely that much of southern Britain had become so much a part of the Roman world that many tribal groups accepted the Roman presence without a fight. There is hardly any evidence for forts anywhere in the South-East, which probably only existed at the main bases such as Richborough, Colchester, Chichester, and Silchester. The Roman army did not conquer territory but peoples; a tribe submitted, if necessary after a battle, and was then expected to provide tribute in some form (usually supplies of food) and hostages. In the north-west of the Empire the provinces were administered through tribal areas, with local government in the hands of the tribal ‘upper class’. Sometimes at first allies were rewarded with rather more meaningful self-government, as client kingdoms, and this was probably the case with the Atrebates, perhaps from the beginning under a new king, Togidubnus, given a wide area to rule probably including Sussex, Surrey, Hampshire and even further west. Tacitus tells us that he was given several civitates to rule. Richard Coates has shown that his name is Gallic (Coates 2005). He may well have been chosen by the Romans from the Gallic Atrebates as someone who could be trusted with a newly established client kingdom (for which see next chapter).


Finds of Roman republican and early imperial silver coins may be relevant in this discussion. Philippa Walton has studied this coinage as part of a much wider review and notes that ‘The role of Chichester as an early Roman harbour and potential landing site appears to be confirmed by the presence of several comparative assemblages with above average Period 1 coin loss … However, perhaps more striking is the number of parishes with above average coin loss throughout Hampshire and into Surrey, in what was the ancient territory of the Atrebates’ with ‘Concentrations of material … skirting the north-western edge of the Weald on a route which corresponds with that of the prehistoric trackway known as the Harrow Way’ (2012, 62–3). Since she wrote yet more such coins have been recorded: from Old Park, Farnham, Elstead (a hoard) and Merstham (Maslin 2022, 287–8; 2023, 276–8; 2024, 411; Sassin 2021). She notes that ‘Elsewhere, such concentrations of coinage might be interpreted as evidence of a significant Roman military presence’ but that others consider them to imply ‘hostile Roman military intervention’. It seems possible to argue, however, that a hoard like a recent find from Elstead ((6); Maslin 2022; 2023) would not be the result of any hostile activity and a different explanation should be sought. That might also help to explain the finds (rare in Britain) from the West Horsley area of a copper alloy Roman republican coin of the early second century BC and a copper alloy coin of Augustus from Normandy, near Flexford (Maslin 2023, 278; 2024, 411).


Certainly, little other evidence is known for any Roman military presence in Surrey. Two sites previously claimed as marching camps are now known to be nothing of the kind. Both were originally noted on aerial photographs, on which buried ditches can be seen marked out by parch marks on the grass or lines in a crop. The shapes of the enclosures marked out by the ditches have a superficial resemblance to Roman military works (because they are rectangular with playing card corners), but in each case archaeological excavation has demonstrated that this is not the correct interpretation. One site on the playing field of the Matthew Arnold School near Staines has been shown to be of medieval date, while the other, on a ridge near Westcott, west of Dorking, can now be dated to the Late Iron Age. This site may have had a ritual use, continuing into the Roman period, which could explain the presence of a Roman cavalry pendant found nearby. An early military base has been postulated at Southwark, but this would only make sense in conjunction with London, for the road to the Thames crossing would have required considerable engineering, the crossing itself needed a bridge, and neither would make sense without the establishment of the settlement on the far bank. As it now seems clear that London was not founded until nearer AD 50, up to seven years after the ‘invasion’, a military explanation makes much less sense. A recent attempt to revive the idea that in AD 43 Aulus Plautius, leading the Claudian forces, stopped to await Claudius at the later site of London, where he supposedly built a fortress and pontoon bridge, is not accepted here (for a review of the arguments in Perring 2022, see Bird 2022b). Plautius’ brief was to ‘guard what he had won’. He had widespread new allies and needed to focus on controlling peoples and British-sourced supplies, probably across much of southern England.


There are, however, several finds of military equipment from Southwark, so it is likely that military specialists soon played some role in the building of the road, the bridge and the start of the settlement itself. It is equally probable that the military had a role in the bridging of the Thames at Staines, on the Silchester–Colchester road, which may well pre-date the foundation of London. The road will have been of major strategic importance in the early years as there were probably legionary bases at each end. The place-name Pontibus, ‘at the bridges’, giving the name in Latin, may suggest that there was no pre-existing crossing (when a name incorporating the British element -brivae might be expected). It may even be that the bridge was constructed originally in AD 43 to aid the final drive on Camulodunum (Colchester) under the personal command of Claudius, who is said by Dio to have joined the army where it was already waiting by the Thames, and then led it across the river. A notable find from Staines is part of the cheek piece of a Roman cavalry helmet of the first century AD, but this cannot on its own establish the existence of a military site and there is nothing else from the town to suggest it. Not far from Staines, on the other side of the river, archaeological excavations at the site of the former Petters Sports Field (now partly under the M25) revealed a very straight length of ditch and associated palisade (9) apparently with a military style entrance and a bronze military harness mount of mid-first century date that can be paralleled very closely at the early Roman fort site of Hod Hill in the west country. One mount cannot prove the existence of a military site as such, and the ditch cannot be closely dated. It was initially interpreted as military, perhaps to be related to the aftermath of the revolt of Boudica, when Roman authority was reimposed and campaigning in the South-East may have been necessary for a short time. However, more recent excavation has produced evidence indicating that the ditch and ‘palisade’ were not military and probably in origin different periods of pre-Roman land divisions (Randall and Weller 2018, figs 3 and 4, 56–7). The ditches were cut by the London–Silchester Roman road and the harness mount and an early Roman brooch of a type usually associated with the military must be seen as losses associated with use of the road or its construction soon after the conquest (Poulton and Weller 2018, 87).
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9 Early ditch and palisade trench at Petters Sports Field. Photograph: author






Boudica, traditionally called Boadicea, led a revolt of the Iceni, a tribe in East Anglia of which she was queen, in AD 60/61. The revolt also involved the Trinovantes of Essex and no doubt others from north of the Thames, and initial attempts by Roman military units to suppress the rebels failed with considerable losses. According to the historian Tacitus, the settlements at Colchester, London and Verulamium were sacked and looted. There is evidence from each place for destruction by fire, and it has recently been found in Southwark as well. This may be significant, for it shows that Boudica’s forces must have crossed the Thames. The standard theory is that they later made their way north, to meet the surviving elements of the Roman army under the then governor, Suetonius Paulinus, rushing back from campaigning in Wales, and were smashed at a battle in the Midlands. It would make more sense, however, for the battle to have taken place somewhere out towards Silchester. In the first place we are told that Boudica’s forces were bent on destruction and looting; what more likely than that they would head for the growing towns or centres of the resurgent Atrebates, close allies of the Romans and probably seen as an old enemy? We might also expect that Suetonius would have anticipated such an action and would therefore have sought to bring his troops down to protect the client kingdom, especially as it could provide allies to stand with him: he had been reluctant to abandon London. The client kingdom also represented both his main surviving supply base and his most trustworthy links back to the Continent: we know from Tacitus that Togidubnus was honoured for his loyalty to Rome at this time.


Suetonius Paulinus had ordered Legio II, which is believed to have been based at Exeter at this time, to move to join him, so an intended junction of his forces somewhere out west from London would make sense (in the event the legion stayed where it was, its temporary commander duly falling on his sword when this turned out to be the wrong thing to have done). Boudica’s final defeat may therefore have been somewhere on the route between London and Silchester and it has even been suggested that it was near Virginia Water, but our only sources give insufficient evidence to be certain of any site, and there is no archaeological evidence for the battle anywhere.









THREE


BECOMING PART OF THE EMPIRE



In theory, AD 43 marks the change from Iron Age to Roman Britain, but in fact there was probably little change at first for most of the people living in our area. Even the rapid development of Southwark and the making of the first part of the road system is probably to be dated between five and ten years after the so-called invasion. Reports on excavations of rural sites in the county frequently note continuity from Late Iron Age to early Roman, part of a wider pattern across the South-East (Fulford and Allen 2017, esp figs1.2 and 1.3, 6–7). For example, a site near Esher indicated the continued use of a Late Iron Age droveway, with Roman-period ditch recutting (Perkins 2021, 32–3 and 52–3). Where there is evidence for the wider landscape, as at Thorpe Lea Nurseries, it can be seen that the pattern of the Iron Age layout is developed into the Roman period (36). A kind of sub-rectangular enclosure seems to be typical of this period (see, e.g., Bird 2017c, 117–21, the Beddington plan (61) and the site at Hengrove Farm (colour plate 17)). There is, however, an indication that some Middle Iron Age sites do not have Late Iron Age successors but the Late Iron Age to early Roman continuity is seen as noted above.
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